risky ventures. I/ He bought $58,000 worth of real estate
with no equity down and obligated himself under a $50,000
first mortgage and an $8,000 second mortgage, both at a
16.5% interest rate {Hearing July 27, 1984, p. 13).  Even
where the individual did not engage in such activities,
recovery for his loss of a home to the mortgage holder has
been denied.  St. Glair v. Local Union No. 515, supra.
Moreover, just a few months after Complainant undertook the
sizeable real estate debts just described and after he had
been laid off, he went into the restaurant business, again
without any equity of his own and borrowing additional cash
from a loan company and obligating himself to monthly pay-
ments of $1500 under a six months lease.  It is little
wonder that the bank which held the mortgages on Complain-
ant's realty and the mortgage on the restaurant refused to
consent to a new lease on the restaurant.  It must also be
noted that it appears from the attorney's letter that the
owners of the restaurant had no other assets because they
immediately went into default when Complainant could not pay
them.  In sum therefore, many intervening factors, and not
the wrongful layoff, are responsible for Complainant's
damages in real estate and business.  The principal an'd pre-
cipitating factor in Complainant's financial debacle has
been his own business and financial judgment, or lack there-
of.  Under such circumstances, award of special damages
would not be appropriate under the Act and such relief is
denied.

The same considerations apply with respect to the at-
torney's fees and related expenses which were incurred by
Complainant as a result of his real estate and business
activities.  Recovery of damages for these items is also
denied.

I/ None of the real estate and business figures given by
Complainant's private attorney have been verified.  Many
appear highly questionable.  For example, the value of the
real estate is given as $75,000 although Complainant paid
only $58,000 for it with no down payment.  At the foreclo-
sure sale, the properties were sold for $26,666 which, ac-
cording to the Order of Sale furnished by the Solicitor, was
at least 2/3 of the appraised value.  Accordingly, the ap-
praisal value could not have been more than $40,000.  For
the reasons set forth herein, it is not necessary for pres-
ent purposes to determine the true extent of Complainant's
losses in these matters.

1924is clear from the letter of Complainant's attorney that
